Dedicated to the illustrious memory of the Jewish researcher and the noble scholar of the Jewish people and its language, Dr. Philipp Mansch of Lwów (1838Lwów ( -1890, who died a premature death and is unjustly forgotten. 
dialects, people of different regions speak differently, and each writer creates his own words. Only philology is able to bring order into this mishmash. Philology ascertains the root, the history, the development, and the meaning of every word and word form and thus teaches their correct understanding. General and clear principles are thereby introduced by scientific means rather than by personal guesses and inventions. A general dictionary and a general grammar are worked out, and the public school ( folks-shul ), the professional writers, and the press see that the dictionary and the grammar become mandatory for everyone. As long as a people does not own a philology -hence a grammar and a dictionary -, it remains far from a modern national culture. 2 We shall see further on that this list of tasks for Yiddish philology is not yet complete. At this point, however, we are at the elementary steps, and the elementary steps of a national culture are the proper uses of the language, spoken and written. Thus it is not surprising that all oppressed peoples treasure their national philology (natsyonale filologye). Each people considers its heroes to be not only its political freedom fighters, not only its great poets and thinkers, but also those philologists who have laid the foundation for the construction of its national science of linguistics (natsyonale shprakhvisnshaft). Most peoples begin their cultural revival by establishing literary, philological, and ethnographic institutions. They establish publishing houses and publish ancient popular poetry (folks-dikhtung), and so on. Most awakening peoples start with philology. The only exceptions I know of are the Jews and a few other small and unfortunate peoples. It is a sign of our people's poverty that we have no national philology and no institutions dedicated to national philology.
In spite of the fact that we have a remarkable poetic literature in Yiddish, we still cannot say that we have a true cultural awakening. First, we must teach our people to write properly. Only later will they learn to write beautifully. With us, the "renaissance" began with the cult of beauty, and every illiterate person became a poet. However, now we are beginning to be fed up with this; we are beginning to understand that our first aim is the education of our people. That is, we must first develop Yiddish philology, or rather, not just develop it, but above all recast it from the ground. Actually we cannot say that Yiddish philology is poor, nor that Yiddish philology does not exist. On the contrary, we have plenty of books, brochures, articles, and notices about the Yiddish language, belles-lettres, popular literature, and folklore. However, these philological writings have almost no significance for those who don't know of their existence, and they are of no use to our intellectuals. Why is this so?
First, these philological writings are almost entirely written in foreign languages. Secondly, the philological literature lacks order; it does not have any guiding principle (keyn shum firndikn, fihrenden, gedank); it is scattered and chaotic; it addresses particular problems and details, such as the diminutive forms in Yiddish grammar, or the history of single books, and so on. And thirdly, almost all present works on Yiddish are of a purely "academic" character, are far from everyday life, and are not aimed toward any practical goal for education. The education-work (kulturele dertsiungs-arbet) is done mainly by the press (tsaytungs-publitsistik) which cares above all on deciding whether Yiddish is a "people's language" (folks-shprakh) or a "national language" (natsyonal-shprakh), an ugly "jargon" or a cultural means (kultur-mitl) worthy of our use. Most of the writers in scientific Yiddish philology are assimilationists alien to the Jewish people. In their scientific work they always try to prove that Yiddish is a genuine German dialect (an ekht-daytsher dialekt) and that Jews are the bearers of German culture in Slavic countries.
We don't know for sure how old Yiddish is. But this is not unusual. It is impossible to know with certainty when a language came into existence. In any case, the JudeoGerman language (yidish-daytshe shprakh) is at least six or seven hundred years old. Its origins lie before the thirteenth or fourteenth century, i.e. when German Jews started to January 1, 1898, by Max Grünbaum, who also acted as editor-in-chief of the society's journal Mitteilungen der Gesellschafts für jüdische Volkskunde, 1898 ff. Ed.] However, all the leaders of these institutions are either openly or covertly assimilationists and are far removed from Jewish life. Very little has been done in these subjects in the United States of America, Galicia, and Romania. In Russia, we had a literary institution that aimed at achieving a broad cultural movement; however, it died a premature death. In addition to the group that publishes the journal Perezhitoye [Our Experience or The Past. When comparing Yiddish with the German "thieves' Latin" in the Middle Ages, Avé-Lallemant concluded that Judeo-German is eight hundred years old (Das deutsche Gaunerthum, 1862, vols. 3 and 4) . 5 Dr. Moritz Güdemann notes that Jews would write the double-vowel ei with two yuds ( ) and estimates that this dates back to more ancient times (the eleventh to twelfth centuries) when Germans wrote a longî instead of ei (Geschichte des Erziehungswesens und der Cultur der abendländischen Juden, vol. 3, Vienna 1888).
6 Since Yiddish used one yud for the short i, it made sense to use two yuds for the longî. In any event our language and literature are far from being young. Yiddish philology is itself four hundred years old.
7 Since the philology of the languages of many nations (e.g. the Estonians, Latvians, Ukrainians, and Serbs) is at most seventy to eighty years old, and since other nations have indeed an even more recent philology, we have all the more reason to be ashamed that our national science has not yet attained a respectable form. 4 We have evidence from a manuscript kept in the Royal Library in Munich since 1876 [i.e. the Königliche Hof-und Staats-Bibliothek] as no. 420. [The text is mentioned on page 20 in Beiträge, by Joseph Perles (cf. infra in this footnote) as being a manuscript version of the Small Arukh originally from Regensburg. Ed.] . This is an excerpt from the famous Talmudic dictionary Arukh Shalem. The manuscript uses many German words to explain Talmudic expressions. The German words, which were written in Hebrew characters, were assumed to be straightforwardly comprehensible. For example, "srukin which means cookies formed from a mold." The word used is lebkukhes (lekekh 
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The scientific examination of our language suffers considerably from the deep-rooted prejudices against Yiddish that are dominant among our intelligentsia. To this day, many find the very idea of Yiddish philology amusing. Ignorant claims such as "Yiddish is a dirty jargon" (shmutsiker zhargon) and "Yiddish is a corrupted German dialect without a grammar and with no cultural worth" are heard today. Such claims were also uttered by reactionary pseudo-intellectuals just eighty or hundred years ago among the Greeks and Serbs who were full of hatred for their own people, and to some extent even today among the Ukrainians, Catalans, and others. However, life itself has undone the endeavors of these zealots who were moved by self-hatred. Modern Greek, Serbian, and languages of other peoples are being freed more and more from cultural enslavement and are rapidly progressing on the road toward national creativity. It is beneath the dignity of a scientifically trained philologist to engage in dispute with Yiddish-hating claims such as those mentioned above. Anyone who has the faintest notion of the science of linguistics knows full well that a language spoken and understood by millions of people must have an internal order and a lawful structure; otherwise, simply no one would understand it. What is called a "grammar" may be written out or not; a language has, in any event, its rules and its philological laws. The cultural value of a language is completely independent of whether or not the grammar has been written down. It is ludicrous that not only the deluded haters of Yiddish, but also its admirers, value its worth according to the scope of its grammar. The anti-Yiddishists criticize the grammar for being too scant, while some Yiddishists boast that the grammar can become very rich, filled with many pages of declensions and conjugations, rules and exceptions. This way of judging a grammar by weighing its grammar book is useless. Yiddish "grammar," as we shall soon see, must by its very nature be scant and without many rules. There are rich, powerful languages with a grammar much shorter than Yiddish. Everyone knows that the structure of the English language is uncomplicated, how simple its structure, how rich its concepts, and how high its cultural worth. A Viennese acquaintance of mine, a professor of Oriental languages, would tell his students that "the entire Persian grammar may be inscribed on a calling card and can be learned within a quarter of an hour." Persian is, however, a language of world renowned poets and philosophers. Our professor is right; yet his students study Persian from a very thick grammar, and I am sure that someone knowledgeable who wanted to could compose an even thicker grammar with additional rules and a lot of other exceptions, because every living language of a living people is a living organism (lebediker organizm), a free individuality (fraye individualitet) with its own laws and caprices. Simple and lucid as its structure may be, it still remains inexhaustible. No scientifically educated person would pride himself on knowing everything about a language. Yiddish has a simple structure, and yet, the aim of Yiddish philology is infinitely broad and endlessly deep as Yiddish is also a unique living organism unlimited in its creative freedom.
That the Yiddish grammar is poor, that it cannot sparkle with colorful, delicately carved forms, is not a disadvantage, but rather an advantage for the philologist. Yiddish has dropped many ancient German grammatical forms and declensions. Yiddish declensions and conjugations are quite simple. What was formerly expressed by a declension of the root is now expressed by a periphrastic construction. Instead of mayse geshakh, which we read in old Yiddish books, we now use a mayse iz geshen [something happened]. A review of the Yiddish literature from the fourteenth century, or earlier, to the present makes apparent that gradually one form after the other was lost, that the dative, imperfective, and conjunctive have disappeared, that Yiddish becomes increasingly poorer in forms as it replaces forms by concepts and declensions by periphrastic constructions. However, this is the rule in linguistic development: all inflected languages (ale fleksive [verter-beygndike] shprakhn) gradually lose various forms. The linguist formulates this process by saying that all inflected languages become more and more analytical. That is to say, their "grammar" becomes thinner. The very ancient languages are the richest in forms, too, and the young ones are the poorest in forms. Philology should be receptive to the voice of life. Life itself requires that the language become richer in concepts and poorer in forms. The simpler the forms, the easier it is for people. The cultural development of a simply constructed and, therefore, more elastic language proceeds more productively than an old-fashioned, richly embellished one with minutely entangled forms. Philipp Mansch was the only Yiddish philologist to note the analytical character of Yiddish. He also researched, with an acute sense for philosophical issues, the value of analytic, effort-saving tendencies in the grammar of Yiddish. Mansch's Yiddish grammar (1888) (1889) (1890) 9 is not as scientifically rigorous as Gerzon's (1902), 10 but it is more profound and more original. 8 The rule for analytic language simplification is clear in Semitic and Aryan languages, both of which are Yiddish sources. The oldest Semitic language is Arabic which is exceedingly rich in forms, a thick, dense forest of different fantastic declensions. However, when we come to the newer stages of Semitic languages such as Hebrew and Aramaic, the ancient richness of forms gradually melts and ends up in a poverty of forms, as in New-Arabic. The oldest Aryan language, Sanskrit, possesses the richest forms. Latin, Greek, Bactrian, and (ancient) Slavonic have fewer declensions. If we compare Latin with the modern Romance Languages, Gothic with German, Church Slavonic with the more modern Slavic languages, old Greek with modern Greek, or Church Armenian with modern Armenian, from everywhere we get evidence for this remarkable principle. We can observe with our own eyes how German and Russian are losing declensions and replacing them with periphrastic constructions. German is gradually losing the imperfect, as has Yiddish, and replaces the Saxon genitive ('s) with "von."
The conditional has already been struck from the German grammar. Russian is losing some gerunds (-ushchiy, -yushchiy) and the superlative form with the prefix nai-. In the forefront of this thousand-year-long analytical development are the progressive, popular, and mostly analytical languages of our time: modern Persian, English, French, and Yiddish. 
III
A great difficulty arises for the Yiddish philologist regarding whether our JudeoGerman vernacular (yidish-daytshe folks-shprakh) belongs in the category of fused languages (gemishte shprakhn). 11 There is no truly pure language in existence worldwide. Hebrew has many Aramaic, Greek, and Persian elements; Russian has numerous Turkish and Finnish words. There are, however, languages whose mixed structure is most apparent: English melds Celtic, Germanic, and Romance elements; Japanese is a mixture of native Japanese and Chinese elements; Persian is a mixture of native Persian and Arabic elements. There are beautiful, mighty languages that are more mixed than Yiddish; none, however, is called a "dirty jargon." 12 Yiddish consists mostly of Germanic words, and almost all its forms are Germanic. In addition, it contains many Semitic (Hebrew and Aramaic) words and forms. The syntax and style are markedly Semitic. Within this mixture, we occasionally find Slavic (Polish and Ukrainian), Moldavian, Hungarian and, in America, English words and forms. Finally we find a small but very interesting element -the few Old French, Italian, and Portuguese words, for example tsholnt [a baked dish of meat, potatoes, and legumes served on the Sabbath], fatsheyle [kerchief] , bentshn [corresponds to the Italian benedire = to bless], and others. Previously there were more of these words in Yiddish. We find in old Yiddish writings such words as preyen [corresponds to the French word prier = to beg, to invite], orn [or oren corresponds to the Italian word orare = to pray] and so on, which have disappeared from current usage. Almost without a doubt, these are remnants of the language that our forebears spoke before they turned to German. Because of these traces and for other philological and historical reasons, Dr. Güdemann (Geschichte des Erziehungswesens und der Cultur der abendländischen Juden, vol. 1 13 [see note 6]) holds that originally, in the eleventh or twelfth century, Jews in Germany still spoke French.
Just as in other fused languages, when these different elements enter the Yiddish language they retain their independent structure as autonomous organic units. Yiddish is not a linguistic mishmash, not a hodge-podge, but a language, though a fused one. As soon as Germanic, Hebraic, and Slavic elements are absorbed into the vernacular, 11 ["Fused" is the term suggested by Max Weinreich for Yiddish as a mixed or hybrid language. Borochov addressed here a hotly debated point of the science of linguistics, more specifically dealt with by Max Grünbaum in Mischsprachen und Sprachmischungen, Berlin 1885. Ed.] 12 A telling example of language mixture is Turkish (Osmanli), an agglutinative language without inflections belonging to the Chinese-Mongolian family (the Ural-Altaic group). Turkish historically combined with alien inflected languages: with Aryan, Persian, and Semitic Arabic. Yet this mixture is quite harmonious as well as very organic and productive. Turks speak a strange mixture of languages in ordinary life. And so, in the morning a Turk greets you with a phrase (sabakh-i-sherifiniz kheyr olsun), of which the first three words are Arabic with a Turkish suffix whose syntactic link is Persian, and the fourth word is Turkish. If you receive a postcard from a Turk that has a heading of the Osmanian Federal Post, the first three words are Arabic, they are connected in a syntactical order that is Persian, the fourth word is Italian, and the structure of the whole phrase is Turkish. 13 These three elements -Germanic, Hebrew-Aramaic, and Slavic -serve different functions in the language; however, the mixed nature of Yiddish is no barrier to its development. On the contrary, because of this mixed nature, our language is richer in words and possible expressions. However, there is a fourth, more intellectual element in our language, the youngest of them all; this fourth element contradicts the structure of the other elements and is not able to complement them. This element is called daytshmerish. It ruins our language and may reduce it to the degree of an ugly jargon. Let us take a look at this element.
IV
The majority of words and forms in Yiddish are of Germanic origin. This is why every high school student says that "Yiddish is corrupt German," but whoever says so unfortunately does not know what German is. Yiddish is indeed derived from the German language, but not the German language that is required for the attestat zrelosti [the certificate that qualifies a high school graduate for university entrance]. Schiller's and Goethe's German is not the stepfather of Yiddish, but its stepbrother, and even a younger stepbrother. Yiddish is older than the language that our "intellectuals" consider to be proper German; it is, indeed, three or four hundred years older. Both are derived from Middle High German, and both are "corrupt." Yiddish was "corrupted" by Hebrew and Slavic influences; modern German by Latin and French influences. Yiddish became "corrupt" in the marketplace and in the Yeshiva; German in the universities and the bureaucratic chancelleries. Modern Yiddish contains many words from Old and Middle High German, words that are no longer in literary use. It often happens that a word or a grammatical form that our ignorant "intellectuals" consider corrupt German, is an old Germanic word or form that has been saved from oblivion by Yiddish. The first scholar who thoroughly studied such words and forms in Yiddish was Avé-Lallemant. In his footsteps followed Saineau, 19 Landau, 20 and Gerzon. 21 The latter even wrote a comparative-grammar of Yiddish and Middle High German and compiled a list of 424 remnant Germanic words that are very often found in contemporary Yiddish literature. However, old Yiddish literature is a treasure of even older Germanic expressions that are now extinct in both Yiddish and German.
Since Yiddish is not derived from contemporary literary German, but from Middle High German that is now extinct, Yiddish words greatly differ from modern literary German words. Our intelligentsia who wanted to clean up the Yiddish language by way of imitating the German literature were mistaken. They thought that Yiddish was "corrupt" and that it therefore needed to be "corrected." And correcting meant, of course, germanizing. In the nineteenth century, our writers poured streams of daytshmerish into the Yiddish language. First of all, they started to bend Yiddish phonetics to resemble German phonetics. Where Jews say af [on] , ba [at, by] : erreykhen, ferrikhten, begliken, shmertsen, hertslikh, hand, toyzend, fertig, unz, mensh, benshen, brif . When they adopted new German words into Yiddish, the intellectuals didn't yiddishize them, but rather brought with them their New High German pronunciation, that is, the literary German pronunciation.
Where [oppressed] , he introduced the German forms er iberzetst, ibertsaygt, unterdrikt. There are many similar "reforms" by which our intellectuals, almost unconsciously, grossly complicated the neat and simple Yiddish grammar. This has caused many problems in contemporary Yiddish grammar with the plural and with the neuter gender. In his book Yudishe gramatik, Z. Reyzen 22 had to introduce more than fifty rules that govern the formation of plural forms, and he was unable to make out all the gender rules. If this was not enough, the spelling the intellectuals imposed on Yiddish has become really awkward. The orthography in old Yiddish translations of the Bible and other ancient Yiddish books was originally at a low level. But instead of simplifying the complicated spelling, the Maskil made it more confusing by following literary German spelling. In German the ie is pronounced differently from the i, the e is different from the eh. In Yiddish, especially in Lithuanian Yiddish, we do not have these differences. However, the intellectual writes eh and yeh, which are not needed at all. Even where the Germans have stopped writing the silent letters, our intellectuals still use them. Since 1880, German uses the simplified Judentum [Jewry] , tun [to do], and tat [did] whereas our intellectuals write to this day Yudenthum, thun, and that.
Many difficulties have been unknowingly introduced to Yiddish philology by the intellectuals. However we do not deny that some of our intelligentsia have benefited Yiddish. The main benefit is that they greatly humanized the language and enriched it by introducing many words which the common people would not have been able to create themselves in their poor language. And in spite of contorting the Yiddish phonetics in the German manner, the intellectuals sometimes helped to make our notions richer. For example, the verbal prefix er-is foreign to the people's vernacular. An ordinary Jew uses der-instead of er-: dergreykhn [ [German] and taytsh [meaning] . As to the humanization of the language, I have already discussed this matter. It relates to Yiddish losing its restrictive, chauvinistic expressions.
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Understanding the positive and negative aspects of the language elements introduced by the intelligentsia is particularly important for Yiddish philology, since the task of philology does not end with the elementary study of the language. It cannot stop with merely creating a scientific grammar and a dictionary; rather, it must go further and purify as well as enrich the language. While the first generations of scholarly endeavors of all awakening peoples strive to humanize the language, subsequent generations are concerned with purifying their language of the unsuccessful scholastic elements. For all peoples there comes a time when purifying their language becomes the most urgent philological task. About fifty to sixty years ago, this task confronted the Latvians, Estonians, Serbs, Greeks, Czechs, Flemish, and the Finns. Now this task confronts the Ukrainians, Bulgarians, Catalans, Georgians, as well as us Jews. For all nations, the most difficult philological work consists in language purification. This work is so difficult because of the psychological immobility of the intellectual tradition. The writer and his habits, the editor, the critic, the public school teacher, the clerk in the government office, the proofreader, and the printer all fight against purifying the language. Also, the general public, i.e., the average person, objects to language purification and is adamant in his holy ignorance. The peoples mentioned above spent a lot of nervous energy purifying the language. The rationally justified reform of simplifying the language has been countered everywhere by ridicule and anger. People claimed that the purified words "sound vulgar, ignorant," the new orthography "appears comical and incomprehensible." Linguistic reforms among all nations were met with similar complaints. This is so because the old-fashioned intelligentsia holds on to the same mistake, viz., that the people talk in a "corrupt" manner, and that their language must be nurtured by foreign sources. 24 23 The role that the intellectual daytshmerish played in Yiddish is very similar to the role that the langue savante [learned language] played in French. While enriching the people's vernacular, the old French scholars simultaneously complicated it both in its forms and in its spelling. [This footnote is printed only in the first edition of Borochov's essay. Ed.] 24 Thus modern Greek was considered "corrupted" ancient Greek, Flemish "corrupt" Dutch, Catalonian, a "bad" Spanish dialect. One tried to improve Finnish with Swedish, Latvian with German, Serbian with Russian, Czech with German, and so on.
Like other nations, we must reform our language. Our reform will succeed only if our intellectuals have the courage to do away with bad language habits and if they use a broad broom to sweep out all those daytshmerish elements that do not suit the Yiddish language, i.e., which do not enrich it. However, we should introduce new words from German provided they are "Yiddishized"; they must fit into the phonetic and grammatical forms of the language of our people. The most difficult task of all is to eliminate daytshmerish from the colloquial language. The easiest task is to eliminate daytshmerish from the written language. Daytshmerish writing in our books and newspapers spoil not only the written, but also the spoken language: We stop speaking Yiddish. True Yiddish sounds vanish from the vernacular. In Yiddish, we used to say undz [us] , undzer [our] , mentshn [men] , fintster [dark] , af [on] , ba [at, by] . Now we say in a "German" fashion unz, menshn, finster, oyf, bay. Even the name of our people and language, yidish, we do not write correctly, and it may happen that we will get used to the misnomer.
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The reform of Yiddish spelling must follow, as far as possible, the phonetic principle, which is: "Write as you speak." This is the fundamental principle in every spelling system. The other two principles, the historical and etymological ones, only supplement the phonetic principle, but do not replace it. It is taken for granted that a phonetic principle does not embrace the uttered word in all its audible nuances. Also, we must cast aside all local dialects and choose one as the only "correct" one. (We have chosen the Lithuanian dialect as the "correct," that is, the literary, one). But every orthography has such shortcomings.
We must remember that the weaker a people, the greater the threat to the existence of its language. Thus, a language requires a reasonable, unambiguous, and consistent orthography. Future generations of French, English, and Russian will have to cope with their spelling difficulties; however, they have no choice. They must make an effort to overcome orthographic chaos. But in the case of a weak people where the young who are learning have a choice, the young could give up the mother tongue and choose a different cultural means. In such cases a complicated orthography would put the existence of the mother tongue in jeopardy. For this reason, the Hungarians, Czechs, Serbs, Ukrainians, and Latvians had to fundamentally reform their spelling. The Bulgarians and the Turks are now doing the same. We must follow the same path, too. (a vokh) unter varshe, and similar expressions. The poverty of Yiddish is a result of certain socio-psychological factors. Wandering about on the streets for generations, being dragged along from market place to market place, Yiddish did not have the good fortune to be bred in chancelleries and refined in salons and universities. Therefore, Yiddish is poor in scientific ideas and lacks a sophisticated legal and political terminology. Yiddish nurtured itself on the naïve, natural feelings of the Jewish woman in front of her stove. For this reason Yiddish could not develop subtle expressions and psychological nuances. And, above all, Yiddish was severed from nature as were its people, so it could not develop a sound sense for natural phenomena. It lacks names for minerals, plants, and animals. Our language does not deal with the buzz of a locust, the whistle of a bird, and the howl of a wolf; it does not reflect the splendidly rich colors of early spring nor does it weep for the yearly death of nature.
The supreme tasks of Yiddish philology may be described in a different manner: the task of "nationalization" (natsyonalizatsye) and the task of "humanization" (humanizatsye) of the Yiddish language. Nationalizing Yiddish, turning it into a true national language, means purifying the language thoroughly and enriching it extensively, so it can express all aspects of Jewish creativity. Humanizing the language [manner] [y] . Generally, writing Hebrew words in their own orthography highlights the linguistic role they play in Yiddish. I do not know if it is worthwhile to make remarks on the strange reform our radicals suggest, viz., to Latinize the Hebrew alphabet. From a national viewpoint, this is utter nonsense, but also just from a purely practical point of view, the Hebrew alphabet is much more appropriate than the Latin one. I think, e.g., that the Poles, the Czechs, and the Hungarians would be better off with the Hebrew alphabet than the poor Latin one. Also from a physiological point of view, it is better to write from right to left (than the opposite).
in a broad sense means turning it into a tool for incorporating the cultural values of the modern development of mankind into the Jewish people. Yiddish philology must assist in making the Yiddish language become a national cultural-medium (mitl) and an educational-medium for the people and for intellectuals. Meanwhile, Yiddish has developed on its own. It has already become in part a means for national culture, but it did not yet become a means for educational culture, nor a means for universal culture.
Our great writers sensed the need for enriching and cultivating the language of the people without resorting to the means of scientific philology. Mendele Moykher Sforim is the Columbus of the Yiddish language, and Yitskhok Leybush Peretz is its Napoleon. Mendele discovered Yiddish, and Peretz conquered the European worlds on its behalf. The unexpected blossoming of Yiddish poetry and literary criticism has uncovered an infinite number of sources of possible expression. All this shows that Yiddish can become a rich and powerful cultural and educational means for our people. Scientific philology with its own means ought to help to introduce order into this chaotic creative process. Mendele nationalized our language. His first literary grandchild, Sholem Aleykhem, wondrously popularized it, and Peretz humanized it. These three great writers are the founders of the modern Yiddish language. They share in this historical achievement. So let science have a portion of the heritage, too. Mendele discovered the language, so let us explore it. Peretz brought new countries to it, so let us bring order among them. Philology must excavate the hidden layers of the people's creativity, it must unearth the treasures of our national creativeness that lie scattered in western-European libraries. Old Yiddish literature has its classical works like the Shmuel Bukh, the Mayse Bukh, and the Seyfer Hamides, that have served as a paradigm (muster) for many generations and even used to be translated into foreign languages. The people possess a mass of words in their aphorisms, jokes, songs, stories, and riddles, and generally in their folklore, which philology should investigate and cultivate. These philological methods will enrich the language, and the people will become acquainted with their literary past and will learn to profit from its concealed wealth. However, this is a task which individuals cannot take upon themselves. Single persons may work on single branches, they may get the process started. Yet, only a social institution is likely to organize the work of philology in its whole breadth. As long as we have not unified our people's forces, as long as there is no national authority for the organization of philological endeavors, Yiddish philology will not be able to properly fulfill its tasks and aims.
Concerning Orthography
Here are the basic rules of the orthography that I use. First of all, as far as possible, it is phonetic, that is, I try to write as people speak. As no written language can equal the spoken word and contain all the sounds and nuances of human language, on the one hand, and as, on the other hand, too consistent a phonetic orthography would diverge from today's commonly accepted spelling, I was forced to make many concessions with the predominant, though faulty tradition in order to avoid obscurities. I adopt the Lithuanian pronunciation as a basis, and I rely on the following general principles of Yiddish phonetics:
1. Yiddish tries to achieve ease of speech and avoids whatever may cause difficulty and strain in pronunciation. The most important rule is not the full-sound of words, but the speed of elocution. 2. Yiddish accents are the logically most important syllables (I use H. Chemerinsky's word for syllable, traf ) of the word. In the majority of cases it is the root of the word, seldom the prefix that determines the meaning (untervarfn [abandon] , iberzetsn [to translate]). 3. The less important vowels, that is, the unstressed vowels, are neutralized for easier pronunciation. Among the unstressed vowels is the u, which is the lowest in tone [ton] . On a higher level are the o, a, and e (the Russian and Polish y). Still higher is the e. On the highest level, there is the i. (Musicians call it the head sound.) When you pronounce an a or e, the back of the tongue stays practically parallel to the palate, and the larynx is half opened. This is the easiest opening of the speech organs, therefore the middle vowels -a and e -are the easiest to pronounce. This is particularly true for Jews who speak in a sing-song manner and, therefore, prefer the intermediate vowels a and e rather than the vowels on the upper or lower half of the scale.
We thereby obtain the most important law of neutralization (fartunklungs-gezets) in Yiddish phonetics. In all true Yiddish words, which people have been using since immemorial times, the unaccented vowels are neutralized. The first level of neutralization is a, as in the majority of first syllables of words (far-, ba-, fanander-, a-, ant-) and as the vowels preceding a khaf [k] . This is so, because the Yiddish khaf is uttered neither with the hard nor with the soft palate, but with the larynx; thus, speech becomes easier with the laryngeal sound a, -lakh. All other unaccented vowels are neutralized to e (second neutralization level). However, they are not all equal, so that e sometime sounds closer to a and sometimes closer to e or u. But the essence of the sound remains an e (the Russian or the Polish y). Examples of the first two neutralization levels are:
